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THIRD ANNUAL REPORT 

OF THE 

AMERICAN SOCIETY 

FOR THE 

RESTRICTION OF VIVISECTION. 


Made on January 26 th, 1886 . 


At the beginning of the year 1885, the most important work 
that lay before the Society was that of pressing the claims of 
the Bill for the restriction of vivisection upon the Pennsyl¬ 
vania Legislature. 

The bill had already been sent to Harrisburg, in charge of the 
Hon. B. R. Dearden, and had been introduced by him into the 
House of Representatives, where it was referred to the General 
Judiciary Committee. 

The Society was about taking steps to have one or more of its 
members who could fitly testify to the need of such a law 
appear before the Judiciary Committee, when the suggestion was 
made to the Society that some compromise might be effected 
between it and the medical men who were the leaders in the 
opposition to the bill. A compromise was essayed, and resulted 
at first in success. A compromise bill was arranged, and a com¬ 
mittee of the Society took it to Harrisburg, presented it to the 
Judiciary Committee, and withdrew the first. The details of the 
transaction need not be repeated here, as they will be given else¬ 
where with this report, together with the two different bills. 
Suffice it to say that neither bill received the favorable recom¬ 
mendation of the Judiciary Committee. The greatest difference 
between the two bills was, that the first bill entrusted the enforce¬ 
ment of the law to the Courts, while the second gave it into the 
hands of the College of Physicians of Philadelphia. 
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We may here record the fact that a set of rules has been 
adopted during this year, to govern vivisection in the University 
of Pennsylvania, in this city. They are as follows:— 

1. “ Experiments may be made on living animals only for the purpose 
“ of serious inquiry, or for giving instruction of importance. 

2. ‘ 1 Experiments on animals are permissible during lectures only so far 
“ as they are necessary for the lecturer to explain his subject-matter. 

3. “ The operative preparations for the lecture experiments are, as a 
“rule, to be made before the commencement of the demonstration, and 
“in the absence of those attending the lecture. 

4. “Experiments on animals may be performed only by the pro¬ 
cessors and lecturers, or on their responsibility. 

5. ‘ 1 Experiments which can be performed on the lower animals with- 
“ out essential prejudice to the results required, are only to be performed 
“ on these, and not on the higher animals. 

6. “In all cases, whether for research or instruction, in which it is not 
“ absolutely incompatible with the object of the experiment, the animal 
“ must be put under the full influence of anaesthetics, in such a manner 
“ that the effects of the anaesthetics shall last for a sufficient time.” 

These rules are essentially the same as those established by 
the Cultus-Minister (Minister of Public instruction), in Ger¬ 
many, in February, 1885. 

Perhaps the establishment of any positive regulations where 
none existed before is a step in advance; but for this one con¬ 
sideration, the rules afford no subject for congratulation to those 
who are working for a restriction which shall be real and not « 
illusory. 

The next important step resolved on by the Society was the 
changing of its title from “ The American Anti-vivisection So¬ 
ciety ” to the “ American Society for the Restriction of Vivi¬ 
section this necessitated the alteration of its charter, but the 
word “ Anti-vivisection ” was understood by many persons to 
mean an opposition to experiments on living animals, which 
committed the Society to total prohibition. As that was not the 
object for which the Association was formed, nor for which it 
was working, the change of name seemed necessary in order to 
correct this mistake. In the month of May, after the required 
preliminaries were accomplished, the* Court of Common Pleas 
authorized the change. 
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On the 8th of May a special meeting of the Board of Man¬ 
agers was called to take some action touching the resignation of 
Professor J. Rendell Harris from a professorship of New Testa¬ 
ment Greek, in the Johns Hopkins University, in Baltimore, be¬ 
cause his resignation was brought about by his strong sympathy 
with the Anti-vivisection cause. The following resolutions were 
unanimously adopted:— 

“ The American Society for the Restriction of Vivisection has 
“ learned, with deep regret, that an accomplished scholar, J. Ren- 
“dell Harris, a Professor in Johns Hopkins University, has 
“ deemed it necessary to resign his chair because of his anti- 
“ vivisection principles, and in view of that occurrence, hereby 
“ resolves:— 

“ First. —That this Society tenders to Professor Harris its sin- 
“ cere respect and sympathy, and desires to assure him of its 
“ admiration for the high principles and moral courage he has 
“ shown in maintaining his attitude, under trying circumstances, 
“towards that unrestricted system of experimentation on living 
“ animals which so often shocks the feelings of the humane, and 
“ which has so little justification for its unrestricted tolerance in 
“ civilized communities. 

“ Second. —That this Society deeply regrets that America is to 
“ lose the services of Professor Harris in one of her universi- 
“ ties, and particularly deplores the cause of that loss. 

“ Third. —That the Secretary be directed to send to Professor 
“Harris a copy of the foregoing preamble and resolutions, and 
“ to assure him, on behalf of the Society, of its sincere good 
“ wishes for his success in his future labors in the field of scholar- 
“ ship and science.” 

These resolutions reached Professor Harris bn the eve of his 
departure from America. On reaching England, he sent the 
following letter of acknowledgment:— 

Plymouth, England, June 1st, 1885. 

To the Committee of the Philadelphia Society for the Restriction of 

Vivisection: 

“ My Dear Friends :—I must not longer delay writing to 
“ thank you for the resolution of sympathy with which you 
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“ recently encouraged me at the time of my retirement from the 
“ Johns Hopkins University. I am thoroughly at one with you 
“ in the stand you are taking for the defence of the rights 
“ of the lower animals. But I suppose neither you nor I 
“ realized, until this unhappy Baltimore affair, how closely 
“ the rights of the higher and lower animal creation are con- 
“ nected. The enlightened selfishness which extracts its ease 
“ from canine agonies will, by and by, be convicted of extreme 
“ shortness of vision. Even now, there are more humane people 
“ that can be conveniently put out of the synagogue. At least 
“ I rejoice to believe that it is so in Philadelphia. Believe me, 
“ your sincere well-wisher, 

“ J. Rendell Harris.” 

Professor Harris had also received a similar tribute of esteem 
from the Victoria Street Society, transmitted through its Presi¬ 
dent, Lord Shaftesbury. After expressions of sincere sympathy, 
Lord Shaftesbury continues: “ At the same time, I may, per- 
“ haps, be permitted to congratulate you upon the exhibition of 
“ that true courage which seldom fails to animate good men, and 
“ to express the regret of the Society that, in so highly reputed 
“ a seat of learning as the Johns Hopkins University, such a 
“ feeling against yourself should have manifested itself in the 
“ minds of the trustees, as to have led to the loss by the Univer- 
“ sity and the scientific world of your able and devoted services. 

“ I am, sir, your faithful servant, 

“ Shaftesbury.” 

At the stated meeting of the Board, held on October 30th, 
its attention was called to an article published in the Therapeutic 
Gazette, of October the 15th. Under the head of “Reviews,” 
there was a criticism of several publications of this Society. 
One of the publications reviewed was entitled, “ Facts in Regard 
to the failure of the Bills presented to the Legislature for the 
Restriction of Vivisection,” and the review stated that in 
that pamphlet there was a “suppressio veri.” That one fact 
was omitted from it, and this fact was that the bill presented to 
the Legislature by the Anti-vivisection Society’s Committee had 
been “ essentially altered ” after it had been accepted by Dr. 
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Wood at the Conference. On hearing this, the Board directed 
the Secretary to write to Dr. Wood, as chief editor of the Thera¬ 
peutic Gazette, asking him to inform the Board in what particu¬ 
lar the bill sent by the Society to the Legislature had been 
“ essentially altered ” after it had been accepted at the Confer¬ 
ence. To this communication the following answer was returned 
by Dr. Wood: “In reply to your letter of October 30th, per- 
“ mit me to state that the information that your Society desires 
“ can be obtained from the Report of the Committee of the Col- 
“ lege of Physicians, which is about to be made to that body, 
“ and which, I have no doubt, will be published. This being the 
“ case, it does not seem necessary to open with you an elaborate 
“correspondence upon the subject.” 

Soon after this correspondence, the Society obtained a copy of 
the Report of the Medical Committee alluded to in the above 
note. It was dated November the 2d, and was presented, we 
have heard, at a meeting of the College, and accepted by that 
body. As this report enters into minute particulars, the Society’s 
reply to the statements made in it, must of necessity, be minute 
also. In consequence of this, the reply has been formed into a 
publication by itself. All the members of this Association have 
a right to expect explicit details as to the course of the Society 
in this matter, so that they may form their own judgment in 
regard to it. For such statements, addressed to so large and so 
important a body of men as the members of the College of Phy¬ 
sicians include, cannot fail to become widely known in this com¬ 
munity, nor can they fail to work an injury to the standing of 
the Society in the estimation of the public. 

We must now beg all who are friendly to the work we are 
pursuing to give the Society the advantage of a larger mem¬ 
bership and a better supplied treasury, so that we may be able 
to advance more rapidly in diminishing at least this special form 
of animal suffering. A very large number of publications have 
been issued and circulated all through the State, but these could 
have been doubled, or trebled with advantage, had the Society’s 
means been equal to its opportunity. Publications, are our best 
dependence for carrying everywhere a knowledge of what vivisec- 
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tion is, and of right and just views concerning it. We planned 
more than a year ago to offer (as was once offered in England) a 
prize for the best essay on vivisection, to be written in the United 
States. A prize which should give some compensation to men 
of learning for time and thought given to the subject, who should 
bring their investigations up to the latest claims for vivisection at 
the present time, showing where such claims are fallacious. But 
no opportunity of devoting $500 to the obtaining of such an 
essay has occurred during the present year. 

We have had on many occasions in the past year the almost 
invaluable aid of the newspaper press. All persons whose work 
lies chiefly in publishing and disseminating facts and arguments, 
on any subject, learn before long the value of the public press 
for their work, which not only prints, but presents what it has 
printed to thousands and thousands of readers who could never 
be reached in any other way. 

In conclusion, if our progress seems slow, we answer, all great 
reforms are accomplished slowly: so that we begin a new year 
without discouragement, and hoping for His all-powerful help, 
the Ruler of the destinies both of man and of the lower crea¬ 
tures whom He has put under man’s control and has entrusted to 
his care. 


Adele Biddle, Secretary. 







FACTS 


In Regard to the Failure of the Bills Presented to the Legislature 

FOR THE 

RESTRICTION OF VIVISECTION. 


The American Society for the Restriction of Vivisection, 
since its organization, has desired to secure such legislation as 
would not only be amply sufficient to meet all the proper demands 
of science, but, at the same time, would effectually suppress need¬ 
less infliction of suffering and unnecessary experimentation. In 
this endeavor the Society has the cordial support of a very large 
number of the Medical profession throughout the State of Penn¬ 
sylvania. At a meeting of the Board of Managers, held Decem¬ 
ber 12th, 1884, the following bill for the restriction of vivisection 
was adopted, and authorized to be presented to the Legislature:— 

A BILL FOR THE SUPERVISION AND RESTRICTION OF 
VIVISECTION. 

Whereas, it is expedient to restrict the performance of painful experi¬ 
ments upon animals to competent persons, operating for adequate 
objects: be it enacted as follows, viz:— 

1st. The cutting, wounding, or other surgical or medical treatment of 
a living animal (otherwise than for the purpose of the cure or alleviation 
of its own disease), and the artificial production in such animals of painful 
disease for the purpose of physiological research, with or without the use 
of anaesthetics, shall severally be comprised in this Act, under the term 
vivisection. 

2d. Every such vivisection shall be unlawful, unless performed at 
places, and by persons, duly licensed for t'he purpose under the provisions 
of this Act. 

3d. Such licenses may be granted by the treasurer of the county with¬ 
in which said vivisections are to be performed, upon a certificate from a 
duly incorporated medical college that such applicant is a fit and proper 
person to be entrusted with the powers thereby conferred, and such licenses 
may at any time be revoked by any Court of Common Pleas for the county 
in which said license was issued, upon cause shown to the satisfaction of 
said Court, and no new license shall be granted to the same person unless 
upon leave granted by the Court which made the order of revocation. 

* 9 
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4th. Such licenses shall be granted only to persons who have gradu¬ 
ated from a duly incorporated medical college, and shall authorize the 
performance of vivisection only at a particular room or laboratory, the 
situation and description of which shall be clearly stated and set forth in 
said license. It shall be the duty of every person issuing any such license 
to register the same in a book to be kept for that purpose, stating specifi¬ 
cally the name and address of the person licensed and the situation of the 
premises at which he is authorized to operate. 

5th. It shall be the duty of every person holding a license under the 
provisions of this Act, to keep, for each year, a book, in which shall be 
entered, in a series of consecutive numbers, every experiment performed 
under such license, with a full statement of the nature and object thereof, 
the number and kind of animals used, the time occupied, whether the 
animals so used were rendered insensible to pain by the use of anaesthetics 
during such experiments, and whether they were killed before returning 
to consciousness, and if anaesthetics were not used, for what reason; and 
such books shall be, at all times during the year, open to the inspection 
of the Judges of the Court of Common Pleas of the county, and of any 
person duly authorized by said Judges, or either of them, to inspect the 
same; and at the end of each year said book shall be surrendered to and 
deposited with the Prothonotary of the Court of Common Pleas for the 
county. 

6th. Every vivisection shall be performed upon animals rendered in¬ 
sensible to pain; and if the experiment be severe, such animal shall be 
destroyed before returning to consciousness, unless the object of the ex¬ 
periment would be defeated by such insensibility or by such destruction; 
Provided, that the drug or substance known as urari or curari shall not, 
for the purposes of this Act, be deemed to be an anaesthetic. 

7th. The horse, dog, cat and other domestic animals shall never be 
used for vivisection, when animals of a lower or less sensitive order can 
be made to serve the purposes of the experiment. 

8th. No vivisection shall ever be performed for the mere acquisition 
of manual skill, or for the purpose of illustrating or demonstrating a law 
or fact already ascertained, or for the purpose of imparting instruction, 
but only for researches expected to improve the arts of surgery and medi¬ 
cine. 

9th. Every place at which vivisections are authorized to be performed, 
and every experiment therein, shall be subject to inspection by such per¬ 
son or persons as may be duly appointed for that purpose by the Court of 
Common Pleas of the county, or by any Judge thereof; and it shall be the 
duty of said Court, or of any Judge thereof, to appoint an inspector or 
inspectors, on the application of three or more reputable citizens, and on 
due cause shown for such appointment, and every person so appointed 
shall have free access at all times to every part of the licensed premises, 
and shall have the right to be present at every experiment therein per¬ 
formed ; and the production of a certificate of appointment, under the seal 
of the Court making the same, shall be conclusive evidence of such ap¬ 
pointment. 

10th. Every treasurer shall be entitled to demand and receive from 
each person to whom he shall deliver a license, under the provisions of 
this Act, the sum of five dollars ($5.00), which shall be a part of the fees 
of his office, and shall be disposed of accordingly. 

11th. Every person violating any of the provisions of this Act shall 
be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and on conviction thereof, before any 
alderman or magistrate, shall be fined by said alderman or magistrate, for 
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the first offence, in a sum not less than fifty dollars ($50), nor more than 
one hundred dollars ($100); and for any subsequent offence, not less than 
one hundred dollars ($100), and not more than two hundred dollars ($200); 
Provided, that the party complained against may appeal from the decision 
of such alderman to the Court of Quarter Sessions, upon entering bail for 
his appearance, and in such case the offence shall be prosecuted as is di¬ 
rected by law in other cases of misdemeanor; and Provided further, that 
any alderman or magistrate may, at his election, in lieu of deciding the 
cause, bind over or commit any person charged with such violation, as 
aforesaid, to appear before the Court of Quarter Sessions, and if upon 
such binding over, or upon such appeal as aforesaid, such person shall be 
convicted of such offence, as aforesaid, he shall be sentenced to pay a fine 
not exceeding two hundred and fifty dollars ($250), or to undergo an im¬ 
prisonment not exceeding three months, or both, at the discretion of said 
Court. 

In January, 1885, this bill was presented to the House of 
Representatives, and referred to the Judiciary General Committee. 
Subsequently, it was thought that some compromise measure could 
be agreed upon, and a committee of the Society met Hr. H. C. 
Wood, on the evening of February 8th, at 1925 Chestnut street, 
when the above bill was discussed, section by section, and after a 
free interchange of views, the following bill was unanimously 
agreed upon as fulfilling the wishes of all present, as in all respects 
a proper measure for legislative enactment:— 

A BILL FOR THE SUPERVISION OF VIVISECTION. 

Whereas, it is expedient to restrict the performance of painful experi¬ 
ments upon animals to competent persons, operating for adequate 
objects: be it enacted as follows, viz:— 

First. The cutting, wounding, or other surgical or medical treatment 
of a living animal (otherwise than for the purpose of the cure or alleviation 
of its own disease), and the artificial production in such animals of painful 
disease for the purpose of physiological research, with or without the use 
of anaesthetics, shall severally be comprised in this Act, under the term 
vivisection. 

Second. Every such vivisection shall be unlawful, unless performed 
at places, and by persons, duly licensed for the purpose under the pro¬ 
visions of this Act, or under the immediate personal supervision of such 
persons. 

Third. Such licenses shall be granted by the treasurer of the county 
within which said vivisections are to be performed, upon a certificate from 
the College of Physicians of Philadelphia, that such applicant is a fit and 
proper person to be intrusted with the powers thereby conferred; and such 
license may at any time be revoked by the said College of Physicians, upon 
cause shown to its satisfaction, and no new license shall be granted to the 
same person, unless upon leave granted by the said College. 

Fourth. Such licenses shall authorize the performance of vivisection 
only at particular buildings or premises, the situation and description of 
which shall be clearly stated and set forth in said license. It shall be the 
duty of every person issuing any such license to register the same in a 
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book, to be kept for that purpose, stating specifically the name and address 
of the person licensed, and the situation of the premises at which he is 
authorized to operate. 

Fifth. It shall be the duty of every person holding a license under the 
provisions of this Act to keep, for each year, a book, in which shall be 
entered, in a series of consecutive numbers, every experiment performed 
under such license, with a statement of the kind of animals used, the time 
occupied, and if anaesthetics were not used, for what reason; and such 
books shall, at the end of each year, be deposited with the College of 
Physicians of Philadelphia, and be preserved by them, open to inspection 
by any persons desiring to secure the enforcement of the law. 

Sixth. Every vivisection shall be performed upon animals rendered 
insensible to pain, and if the experiment be severe, such animals shall be 
destroyed before returning to consciousness, unless the object of the ex¬ 
periment would be defeated by such insensibility or by such destruction. 
Provided, that the drug or substance known as Woorari or curari shall 
not, for the purposes of this Act, be deemed to be an anaesthetic; provided, 
further, that when the discomfort of anaesthesia would exceed the pain of 
the experiment, anaesthetics may be dispensed with. 

Seventh. The dog, cat and other domestic animals shall never be used 
for vivisection, when animals of a lower or less sensitive order can be 
made to serve the purposes of the experiment. 

Eighth. No vivisection shall ever be performed for the mere acquisi¬ 
tion of manual skill, and no illustration of lectures by experiments upon 
lower animals shall be allowed, except in Universities and Medical schools, 
and not in these unless the animal be rendered completely insensible to 
pain, and be so kept until death, by the use of chloroform, chloral or other 
well recognized anaesthetics. 

Ninth. Every place at which vivisections are authorized to be per¬ 
formed, and every experiment therein, shall be subject to inspection by 
such person or persons as may be duly appointed for that purpose by the 
College of Physicians of Philadelphia. 

Tenth. Every county treasurer shall be entitled to demand and receive 
from each person to whom he shall deliver a license, under the provisions 
of this Act, the sum of five ($5.00) dollars, which shall be a part of the 
fees of his office, and shall be disposed of accordingly. 

Eleventh. Every person violating any of the provisions of this Act 
shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and on conviction thereof before 
any alderman or magistrate, shall be fined by said alderman or magistrate, 
for the first offence, in a sum not less than fifty ($50) dollars, nor more 
than one hundred ($100) dollars; and for any subsequent offence, not less 
than one hundred ($100) dollars and not more than two hundred ($200) 
dollars; Provided, that the party complained against may appeal from the 
decision of such alderman to the Court of Quarter Sessions, upon entering 
bail for his appearance, and in such case the offence shall be prosecuted 
as is directed by law in other cases of misdemeanor; and provided, further, 
that any alderman or magistrate may, at his election, in lieu of deciding 
the cause, bind over or commit any person charged with such violation, 
as aforesaid, to appear before the Court of Quarter Sessions, and if, upon 
such binding over, or on such appeal as aforesaid, such person shall be 
convicted of such offence as aforesaid, he shall be sentenced to pay a fine 
not exceeding two hundred and fifty dollars, or to undergo an imprison¬ 
ment not exceeding three months, or both, at the discretion of said Court. 
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Dr. Wood, who represented the opposition to the original 
bill, expressed his satisfaction at the result of the conference, and 
his approval of the new bill, and remarked that the committee 
need have no fear of the new bill’s not passing in its present form, 
and that he would do what he could to ensure its success, and 
expressed the opinion that in time a similar law would doubtless 
be enacted in every State in the Union. 

He said that he believed he was authorized to say that Dr. 
S. Weir Mitchell (who had not, of course, seen the new bill) 
would not oppose any bill which he himself was in favor of, and 
that he would immediately confer with Dr. Mitchell on the sub¬ 
ject. 

The following day Dr. Wood sent to the committee of the 
Society several copies of the bill, which he had had made, and a 
special meeting was held the same afternoon, for its consideration, 
the result being that the new bill was unanimously agreed upon. 
A committee of the Society was appointed to go to Harrisburg, 
with Drs. Mitchell and Wood, to jointly present the Bill to the 
Judiciary General Committee of the House. 

Supposing that these gentlemen would do all that they could 
to support the Bill, and believing that in this case its passage 
would be secured, the Committee from the Society made no effort 
to obtain a hearing for their side of the question, and took with 
them no publications, statistics, or anything that could aid them 
in demonstrating the necessity which exists for some restriction 
of vivisection. 

The interview with the General Judiciary Committee took 
place the next day, and lasted nearly two hours, at which time 
neither Dr. Wood nor Dr. Mitchell expressed any desire that the 
bill should obtain the approval of the committee, or that it should 
pass the Legislature. After the bill originally introduced into 
the House and referred to the committee had been read by the 
Clerk, Dr. Mitchell said: “We have come to offer an amended 
bill in the place of that which has just been read;” but when 
asked if he desired it to pass, he would not say that he did. He 
waived the question by replying that before he made an answer 
he desired to ask the committee from the Society whether or not, 
if the Act then under discussion were obtained, it would be con- 








14 


sidered final, and no further legislation for the restriction of vivi¬ 
section would be sought. This promise they were, of course, un¬ 
able to make, not having been empowered by the Society to do 
any more than to present the compromise bill. Dr. Wood was 
asked by the Chairman of the Committee whether there was any 
necessity for such a bill, when, instead of saying, at least, that 
some restriction of experimentation upon animals was desirable, 
in accordance with the views he had expressed in the preamble 
to the compromise bill, he arose, and in a speech of some length, 
eulogized vivisection, declaring that it had accomplished marvels 
in aiding the progress of science and the medical art, and denying 
that any good reason existed for such a law. In short, if he had 
gone before the committee for the express purpose of defeating 
the bill, he could scarcely have expressed his sentiments more 
strongly against it. The General Judiciary Committee, at its 
session held the next morning, declined to accept the amended 
bill and the first bill was reported negatively. 









A REPLY TO CERTAIN CHARGES AGAINST THE SOCIETY 
FOR THE RESTRICTION OF VIVISECTION, CON¬ 
TAINED IN A REPORT MADE TO THE COLLEGE OF 
PHYSICIANS OF THIS CITY BY DRS. MITCHELL AND 
WOOD. 


The Anti-vivisection Society made an effort during the last session 
of the Legislature to obtain the passage of a Law for the restriction of 
vivisection in this State. An account of this effort, which resulted in 
failure, was given by the Society in a paper entitled, “ Facts in 
“regard to the Failure of the Bills presented to the Legislature for 
“the restriction of Vivisection.” These facts have recently been 
commented on in a Report made to the College of Physicians of Phila¬ 
delphia by two of its members who were personally associated with the 
Society in the matter of the Bill. The Report calls for an answer. 
It may seem strange that two committees should differ so widely as to 
the facts, but when the Medical Committee states that it is speaking 
without any documentary evidence, while the Committee of the Society 
has had recourse to memoranda made at the time with which to sub¬ 
stantiate its recollections, the variation may be accounted for. 

In all transactions in which a number of persons are concerned there 
are apt to be occurrences which require a full explanation to make 
them appear in their true light. Details which until now would have 
seemed trivial and unnecessary have become important in consequence 
of the charges brought to the notice of the College of Physicians. They 
constitute a very grave accusation, and we desire to make a statement, 
sustained by ample proof, that shall exonerate us from the duplicity and 
unfairness imputed to us. 

The report to the College says, “ A meeting was held in Harrisburg, 
“between the Committee of the Penn’a Legislature and individual 
“ members of your Committee, and a representative Committee from 
“ the American Anti-vivisection Society, and it was then found that the 
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“bill which was offered by the Representatives of the American Anti- 
“ vivisection Society was in several particulars different from that 
“which had previously been acquiesced in by members of your Com- 
“ mittee.” 

This general statement we are obliged to characterize as wholly 
incorrect. We know that in a single particular the bill was altered 
after the conference with Dr. Wood; but that one alteration was 
shown to him and acquiesced in by him before the meeting with the 
Committee of the Legislature took place. 

On the day after the last Annual Meeting of the Anti-vivisection 
Society, which was held on Jan. the 27 th, 1885 , Dr. H. C. Wood 
called on the President of the Society, Dr. Morton, and in a conver¬ 
sation on the subject of vivisection said, that Experimenters were in 
favor of some restriction. This was the first step that led to a con¬ 
ference between Dr. Wood and a Committee of the Anti-vivisection 
Society. After the above mentioned conversation with Dr. Morton, 
Dr. Wood submitted a plan for the restriction of vivisection, to the 
Society, and proposed that if this plan was regarded favorably a con¬ 
ference should take place at his house on February the 8 th. The Board 
on receiving this proposition on February the 6 th, decided to hold the 
conference, and appointed a Committee, consisting of Dr. Morton, Mr. 
Richard P. White, Mr. Henry Flanders, Miss Coxe, Mrs. Richard P. 
White and Miss. Biddle. When the plan submitted by Dr. Wood was 
shown to the Counsel of the Society (Mr. R. P. White) he gave the 
opinion, that this plan could not take the form of a law, and therefore 
could not be substituted for the Act which the Society had had framed. 
He so informed Dr. Wood at the opening of the conference. A printed 
copy of the Society’s bill, which was at that time before the Legislature, 
then became the subject for discussion; each of its provisions was 
separately taken up and examined, and by the end of the evening 
an agreement seemed possible. Pen and ink were brought out, and a 
member of the Committee (Mr. Flanders), assisted by Dr. Wood, 
introduced various changes as they were agreed upon. This amended 
copy was left with Dr. Wood, that he might complete it, and have 
copies made of it in the morning, for his own use and that of the 
Society. Mr. White engaging to send to Dr. Wood for a copy from 
which he could also have copies made as they were needed. When 
Mr. White sent for the copy in the morning (Feb. 9 th) his messenger 
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was referred to Dr. Morton, who had already been provided with two 
copies by Dr. Wood ; one of these copies was obtained and taken 
back to Mr. White. In reading the copy furnished him, Dr. Morton 
perceived that the wording of one phrase was rather indefinite and gave 
more liberty to the opponents of vivisection than Medical men would 
approve of, and more than was necessary in that one particular. It 
was in provision 5 th of the new Bill, where it is said : “It shall be 
“ the duty of every person holding a license under the provisions of 
“ this Act to keep for each year a book in which shall be entered, in a 
“series of consecutive numbers, every experiment performed under 
“ such license, with a statement of the kind of animals used, the time 
“ occupied, and if anaesthetics were not used, for what reason, and such 
“ book shall at the end of each year be deposited with the College of 
“ Physicians of Philadelphia and be preserved by them, open to inspec- 
‘ ‘ tion by any persons interested. ’ * 

Dr. Morton, in order to narrow so wide a provision, changed it so 
as to read, “ Open to inspection by any persons desiring to secure the 
enforcement of the law." This would allow a representative of the 
Anti-vivisection Society to be acquainted with the facts recorded, but 
would not allow any one who was actuated merely by curiosity to have 
access to such records. The copy thus interlined was brought by Dr. 
Morton to the meeting of the Board, which took place on the afternoon 
of that same day (Feb. 9 th), and was there shown by him to Mr. White. 
This meeting had been called solely for the consideration of the new 
bill, in case such a bill had been.agreed on, and Mr. White attended 
it, in order, as Counsel for the Society, to speak in favor of the Bill’s 
adoption. In reading it over to the Board of Managers, Mr. White 
substituted the new phrase, calling attention to it at the time. The 
bill was adopted as read, and a Committee was appointed to take it on 
the next day, Feb. 10 th, to Harrisburg, in order to substitute it for the 
one already in the hands of the Judiciary Committee of the Legislature. 
The Committee consisted of Mrs. Richard P. White, Dr. Woodbury 
and Miss Biddle, Secretary of the Society. During the journey, the 
Secretary mentioned to the other members of the Committee the fact 
of the alteration made in the bill, and questioned whether it had been 
shown to Dr. Wood. As no one of the Committee knew, they thought 
it best to make sure of it, and as Dr. Wood and Dr. Mitchell were in 
the same train, on their way to Harrisburg, Dr. Woodbury took the 
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bill into the adjoining car to show them, so that in case they preferred 
the original sentence it could be reinstated. Dr. Woodbury soon after 
returned and reported that Dr. Wood and Dr. Mitchell saw no objec¬ 
tion to the change. When, therefore, the two parties appeared before 
the Gen. Judiciary Committee a few hours later, in behalf of the new 
bill, no allusion to the alteration was made by either party; it was 
simply presented as a bill upon which both parties had agreed, in place 
of the one previously sent to the Legislature. The Committee of the 
Anti-vivisection Society now finds, to its surprise, that in the Report to 
the College of Physicians, this change in the bill is described as one 
that “materially enlarged” the right to examine the records kept at 
the College, and assumes that it had not been previously acquiesced in 
by the Medical Committee. 

The best answer to this implied unfair dealing on the part of the 
Society is, we think, in the trivial character of the alteration made, 
which restricts, rather than enlarges, and is no more in the Society’s 
interest than the other. 

The first sign of disagreement between the two parties appeared when 
the question was asked the Committee of the Anti-vivisection Society, 
by one of the Medical Committee (Dr. Mitchell), as to whether, if 
this proposed law were passed, it would be considered final, i. e. a 
final settlement of the whole matter. As the Anti-vivisection Com¬ 
mittee had not heard this point even mentioned before, either in the 
conference with Dr. Wood or at the subsequent meeting of the Board, 
one of its members (the Secretary) replied that the Committee was not 
empowered to pledge the Society as to its future course; they had been 
sent merely to present the amended Bill in place of the former one. 
Dr. Woodbury, however, rose and expressed the opinion that the Bill 
would undoubtedly prove satisfactory to all parties, and if faithfully 
carried out, would not be disturbed, as the Board of Managers had 
accepted it most cordially, and without a word of dissent from any of 
its provisions; there was, therefore, no reason to fear that it would not 
be a lasting settlement of the question. 

The Medical Committee state, in their report, that this refusal to 
give a positive promise for the Society, led them to consider themselves 
released from acquiescence in the bill. 

Would they, we may ask here, have willingly given a pledge such as 
they demanded? Namely, that on their side they would never seek 
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to change or modify any of the provisions of the Bill after it had passed. 
That for them it should be a final one. All untried as its provisions 
were, a first experiment in the way of Legislation on the subject, which 
might be found onerous or unsatisfactory, or almost impracticable, but 
which, nevertheless, they would be bound to carry out! 

The “ enacting clause ” complained of in the Report to the College 
of Physicians, was in reality a memorandum on the margin of the Bill; 
as the Bill had no enacting clause, the memorandum was made with a 
view to ascertain whether some such clause as that, “The Bill should 
go into effect immediately,” was necessary. It was made on the way 
to Harrisburg by one of the Committee (Dr. Woodbury), the other 
members having no knowledge of it. When the Clerk finished reading 
the Bill, which was in Type-writing, he read the memorandum, which 
was in.pencil. Dr. Woodbury promptly explained that it was a memo¬ 
randum made by himself, to remind him to ask a question ; that it did 
not belong to the bill and should be left out of it. Yet the Report to 
the College states that the addition of the “enacting clause” was 
most vital, indeed, was so serious that the Committee could not, with 
it, accept the measure, and that the representatives of the Anti-vivisec¬ 
tion Society refused to modify it in any way. 

Now, as a matter of fact, if this enacting clause had been put into 
the bill, it would have made no difference, because as soon as a law is 
passed and receives the signature of the Governor, it goes into effect 
immediately; therefore, this charge is equally frivolous. 

After informing the College of Physicians that no documentary 
evidence was to be produced to sustain the Medical Committee’s 
narrative, allusion is made to the loss of a copy of the bill, as if that 
particular copy would have given the documentary evidence now 
missing. The narrative is as follows : “Your Committee regret that 
“ they are unable to state the exact nature of these changes in as full 
“detail as is desirable, or to present any documentary evidence in 
“regard to them. Early in the proceedings before the Committee of 
“ the Legislature, Dr. Mitchell asked for a copy of the altered bill, 
“ which was given to him by one of the Representatives of the Ameri¬ 
can Anti-vivisection Society. Towards the end of the proceedings 
“ he was asked to lend this document to one of its supporters, and it 
“was not returned to him. After his arrival home, Dr. Mitchell 
“ wrote to the Committee of the American Anti-vivisection Society 
“ for his copy of the amended bill, and was told in reply that it had 
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“ been mislaid. Some of the changes in the bill we are very clear 
“about. We believe that there was an alteration with regard to the 
“ P enalti es for the infringement of the Act; we are sure that the right 
“to examine into records to be kept by the College of Physicians 
“ was materi any enlarged, and that an enacting clause had been added 
“which stated that the bill was to go immediately into activity. Of 
“these changes, the addition of the enacting clause was most vital, 
indeed, was so serious, that your Committee could not with it ac¬ 
cept the measure. * * * * The representatives of the 

“American Anti-vivisection Society refused positively to modify in any 
“way the enacting clause, etc., etc.” 


In several of the points given above, we believe Dr. Mitchell’s 
memory to be at fault. We are aware of the fact that, toward the end 
of the proceedings, he was asked to lend his copy of the bill to one of 
the representatives of the American Anti-vivisection Society (Mrs. 
White), because, in addressing the Judiciary Committee, she wished 
to refer to the bill, and the Society’s copy had been given to the 
Clerk to read aloud. But this copy we feel sure was not obtained by 
Dr. Mitchell from the Anti-vivisection Committee, but was one that 
he had brought from Philadelphia, and it would have been therefore 
of no use for “documentary evidence” to prove the various changes 
supposed to have been introduced into the bill by the Society. 

On the day after the meeting at Harrisburg, February the nth, a 
note was sent to the Office of the Society by Dr. Mitchell, addressed 
to the Secretary, which said, “ Will you kindly return to me my copy 
“ of the bill, as it has on it a brief amendment desired by Dr. Bartho- 
“low, and of which I have no copy.” The Secretary replied on the 
nth, “As I did not know anything of the copy of the bill you ask 
“ for, I sent this evening to Mrs. White to inquire about it, and she replies 
“that Mr. White will send it to you to-morrow.” It was given to 
Mr. White to return, and he states that he returned it the next day, by 
a messenger who recollects distinctly leaving it at Doctor Mitchell’s 
house. If this bill is yet found, it will disprove the suggestion that 
it contained unauthorized changes. 

As to “An alteration with regard to the penalties for the infringe¬ 
ment of the Act,” mentioned in the Report, we have no knowledge 
whatever. 


The Medical Committee declare that they did not absolutely oppose 
the bill ; that they merely replied to questions concerning it from the 
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Judiciary Committee, as truth required them to do. These questions, 
it is true, led to the speech made by one of the Medical Committee 
(Dr. Wood), and we believe that this speech was not premeditated, 
but was made on the impulse of the moment. But, as a speech glow¬ 
ing with indignation at the whole Anti-vivisection movement, for the 
wrongs it had inflicted on investigators such as he himself represented, 
wrongs which followed them even into social life, though the researches 
such as they pursued had been, and would be, of immense benefit to 
man, while all the time no cruelties existed (in this State at least) 
which called for the interposition of a restrictive law—such a speech 
made to the Judiciary Committee was more injurious to the prospects 
of the bill than any array of arguments against it. It was likely to 
leave the impression, that it is those who experiment on living animals 
who need the protection of the State far more than the hapless crea¬ 
tures do, on whom their experiments are made. 

The last statement we have to notice is this: “ The Committee of 
“ the Anti-vivisection Society, on being repeatedly challenged to 
“ bring forth any evidence of the existence of such cruelties in the 
“ State of Pennsylvania failed entirely to do so.” We will repeat what 
has already been said elsewhere by the Society, that not expecting any 
opposition to the bill after securing Dr. Wood’s co-operation, the 
Committee took with them no publications, statistics nor anything 
that could aid them in demonstrating the necessity which exists for 
some restriction of Vivisection. Something on the subject was obtained 
from the member of the House of Representatives (Hon. Robert R. 
Dearden), who had the bill in charge, but it was too hurried and too 
late a defense of the Society’s position to be of any avail. The next 
day the Judiciary Committee refused to accept the amended bill, and 
reported the first bill negatively. 

{Signed,') Caroline E. White, y 

. _ / Committee 

Adele Biddle, y at 

Frank Woodbury, j Harrisburg - 

Thomas G. Morton, y committee 
Richard P. White, ( at Co ”f t Z ence 
Henry Flanders, ) Dr. h. c. Wood. 

Note. —In the above statement it will be observed that the Society is mentioned by name as “ The 
American Anti-vivisection Society,” this being the title by which it was referred to in the report of 
the Medical Committee to the College of Physicians, to which this is intended as a reply. Those 
acquainted with the history of our association are aware of the fact that, since the events detailed 
above, the name of the Society has been changed to the* “American Society for the Restriction of 
Vivisection.” It is not without significance, that this change, which required an alteration in the 
Charter, was made voluntarily by the Society, at a special meeting called tor the purpose. 









A COMMUNICATION. 

To the Managers of the Society for the Restriction of Vivisection, 
of Philadelphia :— 

In the Therapeutic Gazette for October, 1885, edited by Dr. 
H. C. Wood, in the course of a “Book Review” of several 
publications of the American Anti-Vivisection Society, the fol¬ 
lowing statements are made concerning me:— 

Dr. William R. D. Blackwood, in defiance of all codes, 
“ hesitates no more than do his colleagues in attempting to injure 
“ * n community, and through the newspapers, the professional 
“ standing of those who practice vivisection. He says, ‘ I affirm 
that vivisectors are less capable of managing such diseases 
“ ‘ than an ordinary intelligent physician, and that statistics will 
“.‘prove these men visionary in their ideas, prejudiced in their 
‘“aims, and illogical in their conclusions.’ He says this, too, 
in the face of the fact that when his own child was ill, nigh 
“ unto death, he sent, for practical aid, to the ‘ distinguished phy¬ 
siologist (of Dr. Wister), who now holds a handsome piece of 
plate given to him by Dr. Blackwood, as a token of gratitude to 
“ him for (as Dr. Blackwood asserted) saving the life of the child. 

“ It is also worthy of remark that the measures used were those the 
“ knowledge of whose value was obtained by roasting animals, 

“ etc.” 

The first statement is simply untrue. I never, during all my 
experience, have furnished any newspaper or secular journal 
with any matter concerning medical matters or medical men. 

The second assertion that my child’s life was saved by measures 
obtained through vivisection, and that I acknowledged her life 
to have been saved, is not only untrue but it is an outrage. The 
facts are these: During the illness of my daughter, one of her 
symptoms was continued high temperature. The physician 
called in to assist me suggested cold baths, to which I positively 
objected, explaining the peculiar idiosyncrasy of the child, which 
prevented her being washed in warm weather, with warm water, 
in any other way than by bathing a little part only of her body’ 
which was then clothed before further ablution. Despite my 
objection, the physician next day, in my absence, prepared a cold 
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bath himself, and was able only to place her in it a moment 
before being compelled to take her out. When I reached home 
a short time afterward, the child had an increased temperature of 
three-tenths of a degree, and I had much difficulty in producing 
normal circulation, which can be proved by the testimony of a 
professional friend. The child suffered a year, from pulmonary 
congestion, due directly to the attempted bathing. So far from 
“saving her life,” the “measures used ” did her serious tempo- 
porary (if not permanent) injury. 

During the years 1863-4-5,1, as surgeon-in-chief of my divi¬ 
sion in the army, ordered my subordinates to employ cold water, 
by affusion, in treating sunstroke and heat exhaustion. Forty 
years before the “ distinguished physiologist ” made his roasting 
experiments, cold water and ice were used in cases suffering with 
high temperature, in the Pennsylvania Hospital. The use of cold 
water thus antedates the discovery so much lauded, both in this 
hospital, and in the troops over whom I had professional charge 
during the Rebellion. 

Further, I have never written a note, as stated, to the gentle¬ 
man indicated; the note which my child wrote said nothing 
about her life having “ been savedthe slight token of regard 
was given only because one physician will not accept a fee from 
another. I always ask a professional friend in when any of 
my family requires attention, just as I have the honor to attend 
many physicians’ families. 

I regret to show the true side of the case, for the routine prac¬ 
tice attempted was indefensible, under the protest made by my¬ 
self, with its accompanying explanation, one amply sufficient to 
put on his guard any intelligent physician. 

I ask the Society to make public this statement, as fully as 
possible, because I have been maligned only through standing 
up to my convictions in its behalf. 


Wm. R. D. Blackwood. 








THE INCONCLUSIVENESS OF EVIDENCE FURNISHED BY 
VIVISECTION FOR THE DETECTION OF POISONS. 

To the Editor of The ZoOphilist. 

Sir :—In a pamphlet which I wrote some time ago, on the 
“ Uselessness of Vivisection,” which must be tolerably familiar 
to your readers, I indicated pretty clearly my opinion that, if 
experimentation upon animals had ever received any kind of 
justification at all by results obtained, it was in the line of toxi¬ 
cology. Certainly, no one could desire that the inhuman 
poisoner should escape his just deserts if they could be secured 
for him by the sacrifice of a few animals. But the argument 
which I have always advanced, and have established in every 
instance which lay in my way, is, that not only in the great 
majority of instances has experimentation on animals proved 
useless and misleading, but that even where it has not done so, 
it has been of a kind which could be, and ought to be, replaced 
by something more scientific in its nature. I particularly indi¬ 
cated that, in my opinion, it was a discredit to the toxicological 
chemist, that he had not, considering the extremely exact and 
varied methods of research within his power, long ago settled a 
method of detecting all the alkaloids, just as such a method has 
been settled for strychnine. To my great delight, I find a para¬ 
graph in the Lancet of to-day which indicates that the possibility 
of determining a satisfactory reaction for the alkaloid poisons is 
within measurable distance of being established. This paragraph 
tells us: “That the difficulty of distinguishing by chemical 
methods between various alkaloids has always been very great. 
This difficulty, where forensic matters are concerned, necessitates, 
in many cases, the employment of vivisection in order to sub¬ 
serve the ends of justice.” It is evident from the quotation that 
the writer of it deprecates the employment of experiments on 
animals, and would gladly see chemical methods of research 
established. The rest of the paragraph, which does not require 
to be exhibited here, shows that a careful chemical research has 
resulted in determining a definite reaction for Digitaline. This 
is a most important matter to any who hold the views 
usually enunciated in this paper, because it has, over and over 
again, been urged by us that the vivisection method is very in- 
24 











25 


exact, and that it would easily be upset by any astute cross, 
examining counsel. Thus there can be no doubt that it would 
indicate the presence of any poison with a precise and definite 
method of action, such as strychnine, in a way which would admit 
of no doubt at all. Yet there is a group of alkaloids the presence 
of one of which could be determined by vivisection, but no means 
exist by this method by which the identity of the particular 
poison could be demonstrated. On this issue any case might be 
broken down by its being urged that the identity of the poison 
was an essential in the chain of evidence. If it could be proved, 
for instance, that the poisoner was in possession of one of this 
group of alkaloids, the defense might be urged that that alkaloid 
was not the cause of death, but another, which could not be 
traced to the possession of the accused. In a recent case this 
line of defense was adopted, almost with success. But by chem¬ 
ical research, if it can be completed with the other alkaloids as 
it has been with Digitaline, as doubtless it will be, the specific 
poison in the body of the deceased could be proved to be identi¬ 
cal with that which had been traced to the possession of the 
prisoner. 

I hail this triumph of chemical science, not so much that it 
establishes, to a very large extent, the conclusions I had indi¬ 
cated some time ago, but that it establishes a method of research 
far more exact than can be furnished by experiments upon the 
lower animals. I am, Sir, yours, truly, 

Birmingham, July 6th, 1885. LAWSON TAIT. 

THE MISLEADING CHARACTER OF THE RESULTS OF VIVI¬ 
SECTION WHEN APPLIED TO BRAIN SURGERY. 

To the Editor of The ZoOphilist. 

Sib :—I am very glad that you have drawn attention to a case 
about which we have heard a good deal of gossip, in which Sir 
Joseph Lister performed an operation for the purpose of remov¬ 
ing a tumor on the brain, after Professor Ferrier had indicated 
a point at which the tumor might be expected to be found, this 
conclusion being based on the data afforded by Professor Fer- 
rier’s well-known experiments on the brains of monkeys. Pro¬ 
fessor Ferrier’s localization proved to be entirely erroneous, and 
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I think that this affords a complete justification for the conclu¬ 
sions I have already indicated elsewhere, that such observations 
have proved to be practically of no account whatever when 
applied to human organs suffering from pathological change. 
This, however, is not so much the point to which I desire, at 
present, to draw attention, as another equally important, and 
upon which, well-known though it be, it is very curious to find 
an absolute silence preserved among the vivisectionists. The 
details of the operation in the case to which I have just alluded, 
were conducted by Sir Joseph Lister, in accordance with the 
well-known system which goes by his name, and which is now 
being relegated to the domain of charlatanry. It was entirely 
unsuccessful in this case, quite as unsuccessful as Professor 
Ferrier’s attempt at localization. As a matter of fact, neither 
Listerism nor any other ism, that we at present have any know¬ 
ledge of, will render operations upon the human brain safe; yet, 
operations of the clumsiest and roughest kind upon the brain of 
many other animals are possible, and are performed in large 
numbers with brilliantly successful. results.. Twenty-two years 
ago, in conjunction with the late Mr. Harvey Hilyard, I devised 
and introduced an operation and an apparatus for the purpose 
of performing it, for the relief of a disease very common among 
sheep, which consists in the growth of a particular kind of tumor 
in the brain. * * * * This triumph of brain surgery shows 

two things—that vivisection is not in the least degree requisite 
for the purpose of such an advance, and that conclusions which 
can be safely arrived at for animals, by the experience gained 
from animals, cannot in any way whatever be safely applied to 
the surgery and pathology of the human being. 

I am, Sir, etc., 

LAWSON TAIT. 

7, The Crescent, Birmingham, April, 1885. 

P. S.—It is curiously significant that we have had no publica¬ 
tion in England of this case of Sir Joseph Lister’s, though it is 
published by a newspaper letter writer in Boston. Sir Joseph 
seems to believe himself altogether above the canons which are 
applied to less eminent persons. 

—From The London Zoophilist. 
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Physicians and medical students interested in the vivisection 
controversy can have the following publications, free, on apply¬ 
ing at the room of the American Society for the Restriction of 
Vivisection, 1002 Walnut street:— * 

“The Uselessness of Vivisection upon Animals as a Method of Scientific 
Research.” By Lawson Tait, f.k.c.s. 

Extracts from Addresses. By Lawson Tait, f.r.c.s., and others. 

“Vivisection.” An Essay, by Albert Leffingwell, m. d. 

“Observations on Vivisection.” By Chas. Bell Taylor, the eminent 
Ophthalmic Surgeon. 

Extract from “Medical Education in America.” By Henry L. Bige¬ 
low, m.d., Professor of Surgery in Harvard University. 

“Vivisection; is it Scientifically Useful or Morally Justifiable? ” Ad¬ 
dressed especially to the Medical Profession. By James- Macaulay, 
a.m., m.d. , Fellow of the Royal College of Surgeons, Edinburgh. 

“Evidence Given Before the Royal Commission,” on the practice of 
subjecting live animals to experiments for scientific purposes. 

The Lord Chief Justice of England on Vivisection. 

Address of the Bishop of Oxford. 

“An Answer to Dr. Keen’s Address.” By Caroline Earle White 
Vice-President of American Society for Restriction of Vivisection. 
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Mrs. Mary Earle. 2 

Mrs. John H. Easby. 2 

Mr. May S. Easby. 2 

Miss Ewing. 5 

Mr. Stephen Farrelly. 5 

Mr. Chas. Ferguson. 10 

Miss Fannie Ferguson. 5 

Mr. Henry Flanders... 2 

Mr. Lewis L. Forbes. 5 

Hon. Daniel M. Fox. 2 

Miss Mary D. Fox (contribu¬ 
tion). 50 

Mr. Henry B. French. 2 

Miss Anna Griffith. 2 

Dr. Geo. F. Horton. 2 

Mrs. F. J. Kimball. 2 

Mrs. Robert W. Learning..... 2 

Mr. J. B. Lippincott. 2 

Mrs. A. S. Logan..... 2 

Mrs. Geo. 8. Lovell. 2 

Mrs. A. L. Lowry . 10 

Mrs. James Martin. 7 

Mrs. Fred T. Mason. 2 

Miss Maylin. 1 

Miss E. S. McEwen. 5 

Miss M. A. McEwen. 2 

Mr. Wainwright McEwen.... 5 

Mrs. Wayne MacVeagh. 2 

Miss Milligan. 2 

Miss Martha E. Milligan. 2 

Thomas G. Morton, M.D. 10 
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Mr. R. P. Morton.$ 2 

Rev. Richard Newton. 2 

Mrs. E. M. Norris. 5 

Miss Eliza Otto. 2 

Miss Peet. 2 

Miss Ruth A. Pierce. 2 

Mrs. J. C. Randall. 2 

Mr. W. W. Randall. 2 

Mrs. John Robbins. 3 

F. W. R. 5 

Mr. R. W. Ryerss (contribu¬ 
tion) . 50 

Mr. Coleman Sellers. 2 

Dr. S. S. Shultz. 10 

Mrs. James C. Smith. 5 

Mrs. R. W. Smith. 5 

Miss E. W. Stevenson. 2 

Mrs. A. May Stevenson. 2 

Miss Anne P. Stevenson. 2 

Mrs. DexterS. Stone. 2 

Miss Stroud. 2 


Mrs. George M. Stroud.$ 2 00 

Mrs. C. R. Thomas. 2 00 

Miss Emily Hinds Thomas.. 10 00 
Mr. Samuel Hinds Thomas.. 5 00 
Mrs. Samuel Hinds Thomas 5 00 

Miss Emily Tilghman. 2 00 

Miss Lucretia Towne. 5 00 

Mrs. L. D. Yail. 2 00 


Miss Anne Wain (contribu¬ 
tion) . 25 00 

Mrs. R. W. Wain. 2 00 

Miss S. M. Wain. 2 00 

Mrs. John G. Watmough.... 5 00 

Miss Fannie Welsh. 2 00 

Mrs. Samuel Welsh. 2 00 

Miss Sallie Wheeler. 2 00 

Miss Ella White. 2 00 

Miss Rebecca White. 40 00 

Mrs. R. P. White . 5 00 

Mr. Thomas Earle White. 2 00 

Mr. Jacob T. Williams. 5 00 

Mrs. Owen J. Wister. 30 00 

Frank Woodbury, M.D. 2 00 
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